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1862, 


The  question  of  Medical  Liberty  is  one  involving 
points  of  vital  interest,  both  to  the  Public,  as  patients, 
and  to  the  Profession,  as  men  of  science.  This  Medi¬ 
cal  Liberty ,  though  protected  by  State  enactments  (see 
Clause  23  of  the  New  Medical  Act),  has  been  invaded 
by  the  society  calling  itself  the  British  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation.  To  the  impolicy  as  well  as  to  the  illegality  of 
this  attempt  to  restrict  and  retard  scientific  progress, 
I  wish  to  direct  your  attention,  and  have  with  this 
view  reprinted  the  enclosed  correspondence. 


W.  B. 


MEDICAL  TERRORISM  in  1862. 


The  public  are  greatly  and  immediately  interested  in  checking 
all  attempts  at  undue  interference  with  the  mutual  relations 
between  employer  and  employed.  If  a  man  chooses  to  refuse 
to  work,  except  under  certain  conditions ,  the  freedom  of  the 
subject  upholds  him  in  his  right  to  refuse;  but,  if  he  advances 
the  further  claim  to  the  right  to  compel  others  to  refuse  who 
have  not  the  same  objection  as  himself,  then  he  is  committing 
an  unlawful  act,  and  is  using  his  own  liberty  as  an  occasion  to 
tyrannise  over  others.  The  present  claims  of  the  British  Medi¬ 
cal  Association  to  dictate  to  the  profession  what  it  may,  and 
what  it  may  not  do,  is  an  illustration  of  how  greatly  liberty  may 
be  thus  prostituted  to  the  worst  forms  of  tyranny. 

This  Association,  in  the  year  1851,  met  at  Brighton,  and 
framed  a  series  of  resolutions  against  homoeopathy ,  order¬ 
ing  the  expulsion  from  the  Association  of  homoeopaths,  of 
physicians  and  surgeons  partially  practising  homoeopathy,  and 
of  physicians  and  surgeons  who  met  either  of  the  above  classes 
in  consultation.  Though  illiberal,  the  Society  had  an  undoubted 
right  to  frame  these,  or  any  other  rules  which  should  meet  the 
wishes  of  the  majority  of  the  members  present;  but,  after  some 
years,  finding  that  homoeopathy  still  continued  to  rise  and  spread, 
in  spite  of  the  “  rules  ”  against  it,  the  British  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion  lay  claim  to  the  further  right  of  forbidding  others,  not 
members  of  their  Society,  from  meeting  with  physicians  and 
surgeons  practising  homoeopathy ;  holding  up  to  them  in  ter - 
rorem  the  active  hostility  of  the  whole  Association,  if  they  dared 
to  set  its  veto  at  defiance.  This  active  hostility  took  the  prac¬ 
tical  form  of  threatening  to  withdraw  consultation  practice  from 
the  recalcitrants,  and  of  opposing  their  election  to  any  post  of 
honour  or  trust. 

In  1858,  this  new  policy  was  brought  to  bear  against  Mr. 
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Fergusson,  who  was  forced  to  yield  to  this  tyrannous  trades- 
unionism ,  and,  in  1862,  it  has  been  similarly  brought  to  bear 
against  Mr.  Adams.  The  following  is  a  relation  of  the  facts 
which  led  to  the  latter  attack. 

A  few  weeks  since,  I  desired  to  obtain  a  first-rate  surgical 
opinion  upon  a  case  under  my  care.  The  leading  local  sur¬ 
geons  had,  on  former  occasions,  refused  to  meet  me,  I,  therefore, 
did  not  again  seek  their  aid,  but  wrote  to  my  friend,  Mr. 
William  Adams  (of  the  Orthopaedic  and  Great  Northern  Hos¬ 
pitals),  who  very  promptly  and  kindly  responded  to  my  call. 
There  was  no  medical  question  involved  in  the  consultation,  the 
point  under  discussion  being  one  of  a  purely  surgical  nature. 

Some  weeks  after  this  consultation,  Mr.  Adams  received  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Helm,  a  young  surgeon  of  this  town,  and  still 
an  under-graduate  of  the  university.  To  this  letter,  Mr.  Adams 
replied,  it  led  also  to  others,  and,  finally,  Mr.  Helm  published 
the  whole  correspondence  in  the  British  Medical  Journal of 
May  24th.  In  the  same  number  of  the  Journal ,  there  appeared 
a  leading  article,  in  the  usual  style  of  inveterate  and  undying 
hostility  to  homoeopathy,  blaming  Mr.  Adams  severely,  because 
he  would  not  consent  to  join  the  surgeons  of  this  town  in  re¬ 
fusing  to  meet  me. 

With  these  few  remarks,  I  will  lay  before  you  the  correspon¬ 
dence  and  leading  article  referred  to,  as  well  as  some  other 
papers  hearing  on  the  subject  under  discussion. 

British  Medical  Journal ,  Saturday,  May  24,  1862. 

Medical  Consultations  with  Homoeopaths. 

[The  following  correspondence  has  been  forwarded  to  us  for 
publication ; — ] 

1. — Letter  from  G.  F.  Helm,  Esq. 

2,  King’s  Parade,  Cambridge,  May  3rd,  1862. 

Heap  Sip, — I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  following  report 
just  now  current  amongst  some  members  of  our  profession  in  Cam¬ 
bridge.  The  report  is  as  follows  : — 

A  homoeopathic  practitioner  here,  being  in  difficulties  during  the 
treatment  of  a  surgical  case,  was  compelled,  a  few  weeks  since,  in 
consequence  of  the  repeated  refusals  of  the  surgeons  in  this  town  to 
give  any  countenance  to  the  homoeopathic  imposition,  to  seek  the 

*  The  organ  of  the  British  Medical  Association. 
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assistance  of  a  London  surgeon ;  and,  according  to  the  words  of  a 
near  relative  of  the  patient,  4  Mr.  Adams,  the  great  club  foot  man, 
came  and  gave  his  advice.’ 

I  conclude,  from  your  connection  with  the  Orthopedic  Hospital, 
and  from  your  numerous  writings  on  club-foot,  that  this  statement 
applies  to  yourself.  I  shall,  however,  be  very  glad  to  receive  from 
you  a  denial  of  this  report ;  for,  until  some  contradiction  of  it  is  put 
forth,  I  fear  we  must  attribute  to  you  a  support  of  homoeopaths, 
which  the  Cambridge  surgeons  refuse  to  give ;  particularly  as  this  is 
not  the  first  occasion  on  which  a  Mr.  Adams  is  reported  to  have  come 
to  the  assistance  of  the  homoeopaths  here. 

I  am,  dear  sir,  faithfully  yours, 

W.  Adams,  Esq.  George  F.  Helm. 

2. — Letter  from  William  Adams,  Esq. 

5,  Henrietta  St.,  Cavendish  Sq.,  W.,  May  5,  1862. 

Dear,  Sir, — On  the  5th  of  April,  I  went  down  to  Cambridge,  at 
the  request  of  Dr.  Bayes,  to  see  a  patient  who  was  then  under  his 
care,  and  supposed  to  require  a  surgical  operation.  It  was  not  for 
the  purpose  of  any  consultation  to  decide  upon  the  treatment  to  be 
adopted ;  but  if  I  considered  an  operation  necessary,  the  patient 
would  at  once  be  placed  under  my  care,  and  for  this  purpose  removed 
to  town.  I  found  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  perform  any  operation 
at  the  present  time ;  and,  therefore,  left  the  patient  without  expres¬ 
sing  any  opinion  as  to  the  medical  treatment  adopted  in  this  case, 
about  which  I  was  not  asked.  There  was  not  the  least  necessity  for 
any  consultation ;  neither  was  any  consultation  held.  The  sole 
question  which  Dr.  Bayes  wished  me  to  determine  was,  whether  at 
that  time  the  performance  of  an  operation  would  afford  relief  to  his 
patient ;  and  if  so,  whether  I  would  take  the  case  under  my  care  for 
this  purpose. 

In  reference  to  the  general  question  of  consultations  with  homoeo¬ 
pathic  practitioners,  I  may  state  that  I  hold  it  utterly  impossible  that 
any  such  consultations  can  be  held ;  as  our  practice  can  never  be 
based  upon  the  same  principles,  and  there  can  be  nothing  in  common 
between  us ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  to  have  a  case  placed  wholly  and 
entirely  under  your  care  by  a  homoeopathic  practitioner,  is  a  very 
different  thing  to  meeting  him  in  consultation,  to  determine  the 
treatment  to  be  adopted ;  and  in  such  cases,  the  patients  readily  sub¬ 
mit  to  take  the  ordinary  medicines  and  doses  of  our  recognised 
practice  whilst  under  surgical  treatment ;  though,  perhaps,  afterwards 
they  may  return  to  their  homoeopathic  ideas.  I  may  very  safely  say 
that  neither  in  London  nor  elsewhere  have  I  ever  held  a  consultation, 
or  treated  a  case  in  conjunction  with  any  homoeopathic  practitioner. 

With  regard  to  Dr.  Bayes,  who,  I  believe,  is  now  considered  to  be 
a  homoeopathic  practitioner,  I  may  add  that  I  have  been  intimately 
acquainted  with  him  as  a  personal  friend  for  about  fifteen  years,  and 
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with  his  wife’s  family  for  a  much  longer  period.  I  knew  him  first 
when  he  was  an  allopathic  practitioner,  in  good  general  practice,  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  London,  and  afterwards  at  Brighton,  where  he 
practised  as  a  physician,  and  was  attached  for  some  years  to  the 
Brighton  Dispensary.  His  health  obliged  him  to  travel ;  and,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  after  his  return  from  the  continent,  his  views  in  medicine  had  a 
homoeopathic  tendency,  and  he  afterwards  settled  in  Cambridge, 
where  I  have  occasionally  visited  him  as  a  friend  ;  and,  on  the  occa¬ 
sion  alluded  to,  Mrs.  Adams  accompanied  me  on  a  visit  to  Mrs.  Bayes 
for  a  few  days. 

Of  course,  a  change  of  medical  opinions  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
interfere  with  private  and  family  friendship ;  and  Dr.  Bayes  would 
have  too  much  good  sense  and  gentlemanly  feeling  to  place  any  friend 
in  a  false  position  with  regard  to  consultations. 

Very  faithfully  yours, 

G.  F.  Helm,  Esq.  Wm.  Adams. 

3. — Letter  from  G.  F.  Helm ,  Esq. 

2,  King’s  Parade,  Cambridge,  May  9th,  1862. 

Dear  Sir, — I  must  thank  you  for  your  very  candid  letter  of  May 
5th  ;  but  as  I  am  in  danger  of  misunderstanding  some  of  its  contents, 
I  shall  be  much  obliged  to  you  if  you  will  inform  me  whether  you 
examined  the  patient  referred  to  in  our  letter  in  company  with  Dr. 
Bayes;  i  e.,  was  Dr.  Bayes  in  the  room  at  the  time  that  the  surgical 
examination  was  made  ? 

An  answer  to  this  question  will  enable  me  to  understand  your  ex¬ 
planation  more  thoroughly. 

I  am,  dear  sir,  faithfully  yours, 

W.  Adams,  Esq.  George  F.  Helm. 

3. —  Letter  from  Wm.  Adams ,  Esq. 

5,  Henrietta  St.,  Cavendish  Sq.,  W.,  May  12,  1862. 

Dear  Sir,  I  should  have  replied  to  your  note  earlier,  but 

was  absent  from  town,  and  returned  from  St.  Leonards  only  this 
morning. 

With  regard  to  the  question,  whether  Dr.  Bayes  was  in  the  room 
at  the  time  I  made  the  surgical  examination  of  the  patient  at  Cam¬ 
bridge,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  he  was  in  the  room  at  the 
time.  Although,  in  defeience  to  extreme  opinions  on  this  point,  it 
might  have  been  as  well  to  have  avoided  his  presence  on  the  occa¬ 
sion,  to  which  my  friend,  Dr.  Bayes,  would  very  readily  have  con¬ 
sented  ;  yet,  conscientiously,  I  could  not  feel  that  any  objection  ouMit 
to  be  taken  to  it,  as  the  object  was  merely  to  hand  the  case  wholly 
and  entirely  over  to  my  care,  if  I  thought  an  operation  would  be  of 
any  service  to  the  patient.  The  medical  treatment  of  the  case  was 

never  touched  upon ;  neither  do  I  know  what  medicines  had  been 
given. 
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The  distinction  between  receiving  a  patient  from  a  homoeopath — 
all  homoeopathic  attendance  and  treatment  ceasing  from  that  moment 
— and  continuing  to  attend  a  patient  conjointly  with  a  homoeopath,  is 
so  broad,  and  the  circumstances  so  dissimilar,  that  they  cannot  be 
confounded  when  any  spirit  of  justice  prevails. 

I  do  not  believe  that  any  surgeon  in  London  would  refuse  to  re¬ 
ceive  a  patient  from  a  homoeopath,  either  sent  by  letter,  or  by 
personal  introduction ;  nor  do  I  believe,  whatever  may  have  been 
done  in  past  times,  that  any  surgeon  of  repute  would  attend  a  patient 
conjointly  with  a  homoeopathic  practitioner ;  indeed,  I  have  never 
been  asked  to  attend  a  patient  conjointly  with  a  homoeopath ;  but,  as 
I  remarked  in  my  former  letter,  when  surgery  becomes  necessary, 
the  patients  readily  give  up  homoeopathy,  and  submit  to  our  ordinary 
allopathic  treatment,  and  afterwards  return  to  homoeopathy. 

Very  truly  yours, 

G.  F.  Helm,  Esq.  Wm.  Adams. 

5. — Letter  from  George  F.  Helm ,  Esq. 

2,  King’s  Parade,  Cambridge,  May  15th,  1862. 

Dear  Sir, — The  distinctions  which  you  try  to  draw  in  your  two 
letters  now  before  me,  between  holding  consultations  with  homoeopaths, 
and  examining  patients  in  the  presence  of  such  persons,  are  so  ex¬ 
tremely  minute  as  to  be  quite  unintelligible  to  my  mind ;  for,  if  after 
going  into  the  country  at  the  request  of  a  homoeopath,  the  surgeon  is 
introduced  to  the  patient’s  room  by  him,  and  examines  the  patient  in 
his  presence,  then  I  consider,  and  I  think  the  majority  of  the  profes¬ 
sion  will  concur  with  me,  that  a  consultation  has  been  held  ;  and  this 
undoubtedly  is  the  impression  which  such  an  interview  leaves  in  the 
mind  of  the  patient  and  his  friends.  I  cannot,  therefore,  consider 
your  explanations  as  in  any  way  contradicting  the  reports  to  which  I 
have  drawn  your  attention  :  you  have  done  what  the  Cambridge 
surgeons  have,  from  a  sense  of  professional  honour,  repeatedly  refused 
to  do ;  and,  therefore,  I  cannot  but  attribute  to  you  a  support  of 
homoeopathy  which  they  refuse  to  give. 

I  have  not  discussed  your  letters  in  detail,  as  it  is  my  wish,  with 
your  permission,  to  bring  them  to  the  notice  of  the  profession  at 
large,  through  the  medium  of  the  British  Medical  Journal ,  where 
your  conduct  in  this  matter  will  be  discussed,  and  verdicts  given — 
possibly  of  approval — but  most  likely  in  accordance  with  the  very 
strong  opinions  which  I  entertain  on  the  subject. 

I  am,  dear  sir,  faithfully  yours, 

George  F.  Helm. 

6. — Letter  from  Wm.  Hdams ,  Esq. 

5,  Henrietta  St.,  Cavendish  Sq.,  W.,  May  16,  1862. 

Dear  Sir, — Although  my  letters  were  not  written  with  any  view 
to  their  publication,  and  matters  of  a  private  nature  were  alluded  to, 
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still  essentially  they  contain  my  own  opinions  and  conviction  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  matter  discussed,  and  you  are  quite  at  liberty  to  publish 
them. 

The  distinction  which  I  draw  between  attending  patients  con¬ 
jointly  with  homoeopaths,  and  receiving  patients  for  surgical  treat¬ 
ment  from  homoeopaths — homoeopathy  ceasing  from  that  time  must, 
I  feel  assured,  be  recognised  and  acted  upon  in  practice  by  all 
consulting  surgeons. 

Very  faithfully  yours, 

G.  F.  Helm,  Esq.  Wm.  Adams. 


On  reading  over  the  above  correspondence,  one  can  but  con¬ 
fess  to  some  degree  of  astonishment,  at  the  coolly  dictatorial 
manner,  in  which  a  young,  untried  man,  still  “  in  statu  pupil- 
lari”  intrudes  his  budding  ethical  idea  upon  one  who  has 
already  won  high  professional  position,  and  a  name  and  reputa¬ 
tion  as  an  accomplished  pathologist,  a  skilful  and  inventive 
operator,  and  an  excellent  teacher  of  his  art  in  a  metropolitan 
medical  school.  Looked  at  from  this  point  of  view,  letters  1, 
3,  and  5  bear  the  aspect  of  an  impertinence ,  and  I  am  not 
surprised  to  hear  that  they  are  regarded  in  this  light,  by  the 
real  heads  of  the  profession,  the  Hospital  Surgeons  of  London. 

But  not  so  do  they  appear  to  the  Editor  of  the  “  British 
Medical  Journal.”  With  the  true  Milesian  spirit,  he  grasps  the 
hand  of  the  boy  that  raises  the  shout  for  the  fight,  and  rushes 
down  to  the  battle  with  these  words  : — 

British  Medical  Journal ,  Saturday ,  May  2 LA,  1862. 

“  MEDICAL  CONSULTATIONS  WITH  HOMCEOPATHS. 

“  We  much  regret  to  find  that  we  have  again  to  call  the  attention 
of  our  readers  to  the  subject  of  medical  consultations  with  homoeo¬ 
paths.  At  another  page  will  be  found  a  correspondence  on  this 
topic,  which  has  been  forwarded  to  us  for  publication,  between 
Mr.  Adams  of  the  Orthopsedic  Hospital  and  Mr.  Helm  of  Cam¬ 
bridge. 

“  There  lives,  it  appears,  at  Cambridge  a  homoeopath,  with 
whom,  most  properly,  the  medical  gentlemen  of  that  town  refuse  to 
hold  any  kind  of  professional  intercourse.  The  homoeopath,  there¬ 
fore,  has  to  cast  abroad  for  assistance  when  he  requires  it ;  and,  in 
the  present  case,  looking  to  the  metropolis,  invites  Mr.  Adams  to 
his  assistance.  Mr.  Adams  accepts  the  invitation,  which  comprises 
simply  the  demand  that  Mr.  Adams  is  solely  to  examine  the  patient, 
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and  to  decide  whether  or  not  an  operation  is  requisite  ;  if  the  opera¬ 
tion  be  requisite,  then  the  patient  is  to  be  delivered  over  into  the 
entire  charge  of  Mr.  Adams.  Mr.  Adams  and  the  homoeopath 
eventually  do  meet ;  and  the  decision  arrived  at  by  the  two,  or  by 
Mr.  Adams  alone,  is,  that  no  operation  is  required.  Mr.  Adams 
therefore  retires,  and  the  homoeopath  is  left  in  undoubted  possession 
— we  may  say,  complete  master  of  the  situation. 

“  Now  this  conference,  Mr.  Adams  says,  is  not  a  consultation  with  a 
homoeopath.  We  entirely  differ  in  opinion  from  Mr.  Adams  in  this ; 
and  we  are  certain  that  the  profession  does  likewise.  Indeed,  after  the 
clear  and  unmistakable  position  which  the  profession  has,  we  may 
say,  unanimously  assumed  on  this  subject,  we  are  surprised  to  find 
that  any  medical  man  could  have  doubts  as  to  the  right  line  of  con¬ 
duct  which  he  should  pursue  in  such  a  case.  It  is  as  clear  to  us  as 
plain  sense  can  make  it,  that  the  practice  assumed  and  defended  by 
Mr.  Adams  is  a  direct  encouragement  of  the  deception  of  homoeo¬ 
pathy  ;  and  we  are  satisfied  that  a  due  reconsideration  of  the  point 
will  force  upon  Mr.  Adams  himself  that  the  line  of  conduct  which  he 
has  chalked  out  is  in  a  false  direction. 

“  The  question  to  be  answered  is  plainly  this  :  Does  or  does  not 
the  meeting  with  a  homoeopath,  under  the  conditions  described  by 
Mr.  Adams  (and  it  is  mere  trifling  with  common  sense  to  say  that 
such  a  meeting  is  not  a  consultation),  encourage  homoeopathy  and 
its  practitioners  ?  To  this  question  there  can  be  but  one  answer  :  It 
does  encourage  the  thing,  and  the  men  who  practise  it.  This  is 
what  you  thereby  do,  you  publicly  in  the  face  of  the  public — silently 
and  tacitly  admit  that  homoeopathic  treatment  is  what  a  patient  may 
innocently  submit  to.  It  is  vain  to  say  that  no  question  of  homoeo¬ 
pathy  comes  up  at  the  conference  ;  your  silence  is  eloquent  in  its 
favour.  If  homoeopathy  be  a  quackery,  you  tacitly  foster  the 
quackery ;  you  enter  no  protest  against  the  treatment  which 
the  patient  had  undergone  before  you  visited  him ;  you  enter 
no  protest  against  the  treatment  which  the  patient  may  un¬ 
dergo  when  you  leave  him.  You  quietly  look  on,  and,  though 
urgent  medical  aid  may  be  required  for  the  patient’s  cure, 
though  accidents  may  arise  in  the  progress  of  his  complaint  which 
may  demand  medical  treatment — nay,  knowing  that  contingencies 
may  spring  out  of  his  sick  condition  in  which  the  patient’s  very  life 
may  be  positively  sacrificed  if  medical  treatment  be  not,  and  if 
homoeopathic  folly  be,  adopted — you  remain  silent.  It  is  no  con¬ 
cern  of  yours,  you  say,  if  the  man  is  silly  enough  to  subject  himself 
to  such  a  treatment ;  let  him  pay  the  penalty  of  his  folly. 

“  It  is  useless  to  pretend  the  contrary.  Meetings  of  this  kind  with 
homoeopaths,  are,  in  the  eyes  of  the  patient,  whatever  they  may  be 
in  the  eyes  of  the  surgeon,  a  distinct  recognition  both  of  homoeo¬ 
pathy  and  of  the  homoeopath.  We  would  go  further ;  and  we  will 
assert  that  the  surgeon  is,  under  such  circumstances,  responsible  for 
any  injury  which  may  thereafter  happen  to  the  patient  through  want 
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of  proper  medical  treatment.  In  fact,  is  it  not  as  clear  as  the  day, 
that  the  patient  suffering  under  such  injury  may  afterwards,  with 
perfect  justice,  turn  round  on  the  surgeon  and  accuse  him  of  having 
silently  looked  on,  and  never  warned  him  against  the  possible  contin¬ 
gency.  What  would  the  surgeon  answer  when  thus  accused  by  the 
patient  ?  ‘  You  never  told  me  that  my  life  might  be  sacrificed  ;  you 

never  said  that  you  knew  homoeopathy  to  be  a  deceit  and  snare.  It 
is  true  I  never  asked  you  the  question  ;  but  what  right  had  you,  with 
your  better  knowledge  to  witness  tacitly  my  blind  delusion,  to  give 
me  no  word  of  warning.  Nay,  am  I  to  believe  that  you  would  have 
come  at  the  call  of  the  homoeopath,  when  other  surgeons  had  refused 
to  do  so,  if  you  really  believed  the  thing  was  an  injury  to  me  ;  that 
you  would  have  left  me  in  his  hands  practising  injuriously  upon  my 
body.’ 

“  These  are  to  our  view,  the  unanswerable  objections  which  must 
be  taken  to  Mr.  Adams’  position  in  this  matter.  A  medical  man 
has  no  right,  under  any  circumstances  whatever,  to  attend  the 
call  of  a  homoeopath,  or  knowingly  to  meet  him  at  the  bedside  of 
the  sick. 

“  But  we  may  go  a  step  further  in  the  special  case  of  Mr.  Adams, 
and  say  that,  by  his  proceeding,  he  has  distinctly  recognised  the 
claims  of  homoeopathy  to  be  ranked  on  the  same  footing  with  medi¬ 
cine.  This  was  the  compact  with  the  Cambridge  homoeopath  :  If 
an  operation,  which  we  presume  Mr.  Adams  was  to  perform,  were  pro¬ 
per,  the  patient  was  to  be  placed  under  Mr.  Adams’s  care ;  if  the  opera¬ 
tion  were  not  proper  or  not  required,  the  patient  was  to  continue  under 
the  homoeopathic  treatment.  We  cannot  see  how  Mr.  Adams  can  say 
that  this  agreement  does  not  distinctly  mean  that — but  for  the  acci¬ 
dent  of  an  operation  —  homoeopathic  treatment  was  quite  as  good 
for  the  patient  as  ordinary  medical  treatment ;  or  how,  under  such 
circumstances,  any  other  inference  could  be  drawn  than  that  the 
merits  of  homoeopathy  and  of  legitimate  medicine  are  equal,  and  that 
these  two  forms  of  treating  disease  may  be  substituted  one  for  the 
other  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  practitioner  or  the  fancy  of 
the  patient. 

“  The  surgeons  of  Cambridge,  in  the  course  they  have  taken, 
have  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  profession.  They  have  acted 
an  honourable  part — they  have  refused  to  do  what  Mr.  Adams  has 
done.” 

In  this  leading  article  there  are  four  points  to  which  I  would 
direct  the  attention  of  the  profession. 

Firstly — The  assumption  that  the  practice  of  homoeopathy,  by 
a  legally  qualified  medical  man,  is  so  grave  an  offence,  that  it 
necessarily  casts  him  out  from  the  pale  of  the  profession. 

Secondly — The  assertion  that  a  man,  so  practising,  is  a 
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“  homoeopath  ”  i.e.,  a  "  medical  sectarian,”  with  whom  “  most 
properly”  the  orthodox  “  refuse  to  hold  professional  inter¬ 
course.” 

Thirdly — The  assertion  that  Mr.  Adams,  in  meeting  me,  com¬ 
mitted  a  professional  fault,  and  that  “  a  medical  man  has  no 
right ,  under  any  circumstances  whatever ,  to  attend  the  call 
of  a  homoeopath ,  or  knowingly  to  meet  him  at  the  bedside 
of  the  sick” 

Fourthly — The  assumption  of  the  power  to  dictate  to  Mr. 
Adams  wfiiat  his  course  shall  he — being  a  direct  interference 
with  the  right  of  private  judgment. 

To  these  four  assertions  I  answer,  firstly — That  the  law  dis¬ 
tinctly  provides  for  the  freedom  of  medical  opinion,  and  pro¬ 
tects  the  developments  of  science  from  the  cramping  effects 
of  penal  bye-laws,  or  other  prohibitive  enactments,  on  the  part 
of  the  Colleges  or  Universities.  I  therefore  say  that  to  exercise 
the  liberty  which  the  law  expressly  provides  for  me  (see  clause 
23  of  the  New  Medical  Act)  cannot  be  an  offence  against  my 
profession. 

Secondly — I  deny  that  a  man  who  adopts  homoeopathic 
practice,  necessarily  becomes  a  homoeopath ,  i.e.,  a  medical  sec¬ 
tarian.  He  still  remains  a  physician  or  a  surgeon,  and  ought 
no  more  to  be  called  a  homoeopath,  than  a  man  who  adopts  the 
late  Dr.  Todd’s  principles  ought  to  be  called  a  “  stimulator.” 

Thirdly — I  hold  that  Mr.  Adams  could  not  have  refused  to 
meet  me,  without  at  the  same  time  behaving  with  waut  of  pro¬ 
fessional  courtesy.  Mr.  Adams  met  me  as  a  surgeon ,  in  a 
surgical  case.  Difference  of  medical  views  offered  no  bar  to  our 
meeting  in  this  case,  since  no  medical  question  was  involved. 
To  have  refused  to  meet  me  would  have  been  a  violation  of 
professional  etiquette  and  a  breach  of  Christian  charity.  In 
speaking  on  this  point,  a  distinguished  London  surgeon  wrote 
thus  to  me — “  they  have  no  right  to  complain  if  we  meet 
either  for  the  purpose  of  diagnosis  or  to  determine  any  sur¬ 
gical  point”  To  this  I  think  all  the  better  class  of  our  oppo¬ 
nents  would  agree.  But  I  would  go  a  step  further  and  say  that 
the  holding  of  opposite  opinions  on  medical  science,  offers  no 
harrier  to  a  consultation.  It  might  enhance  the  difficulty  of 
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coming  to  an  agreement,  but  the  declining  a  case  should  come 
after  such  a  consultation  and  only  when  agreement  was  proved 
impossible.  Indeed,  in  the  present  day,  the  chief  use  of  a 
consultation  is  to  determine  some  difficult  point  of  diagnosis,  and 
in  this,  as  it  involves  pathological  and  physiological  dicussion 
only,  the  physicians  of  both  schools  could  meet  in  accord. 

The  refusal  to  meet,  in  these  cases,  can  only  proceed  from  the 
spirit  of  “  trades-union  persecution  from  an  attempt  to  put 
down  those  who  practise  homoeopathy  by  making  their  path 
difficult,  and  hy  holding  over  the  public  the  threat  that  they 
must  expect  no  further  assistance  in  a  difficult  case,  if  they  call 
in  a  physician  who  practises  homoeopathy. 

But  persecution  never  yet  trod  out  the  flame  of  truth.  Listen 
to  the  words  of  the  Editor  of  the  “  London  Medical  Review,” 
an  allopathic  journalist.  He  says,  in  a  letter  published  in  this 
very  number  of  the  “  British  Journal”  (May  24),  “It  is  idle  for 
us  to  contend  that  homoeopathy  is  a  subject  we  all  ought  to 
ignore,  right  or  wrong,  it  has  somehow  or  other  got  a  hold  on 
the  public  mind  which  it  is  vain  to  dispute,  as  it  is  con¬ 
stantly  obtruded  upon  us  in  practice  in  a  way  that  is  sin¬ 
gularly  unpleasant.  I  venture  to  say,  there  is  scarcely  a  medical 
man  in  the  kingdom  who  has  not  felt  the  influence  of  this 
‘  delusion  on  his  professional  income ;  and  it,  therefore,  behoves 
us  all  to  look  at  this  question  in  some  way  different,  to  that  in 
which  it  has  hitherto  been  regarded;  for  I  fear  that  the  f  delu¬ 
sion  is  rather  increasing  than  otherwise. 

“  Now,  sir,  what  has  been  the  conduct  of  the  medical  press 
on  the  question  for  years  past  ?  Has  it  not  been  one  continued 
tn  ade  of  illiberal  persecution  ? — and  what  has  been  the  re¬ 
sult?  Why,  as  ever  happens  in  all  persecutions,  the  persecuted 
excite  the  greatest  amount  of  attention  and  sympathy.” 

It  is  cheering  to  hear  the  “  notes  of  nobler  song  ”  from  the 
hitherto  discordant  ranks  of  our  literary  opponents. 

Fourthly — It  scarcely  is  needful  to  do  more  than  to  point  out 
that,  whatever  may  be  the  feelings  of  the  editor  of  the  “British 
Medical  Journal,  or  those  of  the  Cambridge  doctors,  they  clearly 
have  no  right  to  dictate  to  Mr.  Adams  what  is  his  line  of  duty. 
This  is  trades-unionism  in  its  worst  phase.  The  individual 
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surgeons  have  an  undoubted  right  to  cast  down  their  scalpels 
before  the  idol  of  their  prejudice,  hut  they  have  no  right  to  in¬ 
sist  on  Mr.  Adams  joining  in  an  idolatry  he  detests. 

I  forwarded  the  following  letter  embodying  these  ideas  to  the 
editor,  which  he  published  in  the  “Journal”  for  May  3 1  st. : — 

MEDICAL  CONSULTATIONS  WITH  HOMCEOPATHS. 

Letter  from  William  Bayes ,  M.D. 

Sir, — I  appeal  to  your  sense  of  justice  to  insert  these  few  lines  in 
reply  to  an  attack  upon  my  professional  reputation  which  appeared  in 
your  “  Journal”  of  May  24th. 

I  have  also  some  further  claim  upon  your  space,  as  an  old  member 
of  the  British  Medical  Association  ;  from  which  I  withdrew  in 
consequence  of  the  policy  adopted  by  the  Association  towards 
those  members  of  the  profession  who  adopted  the  practice  of  homoeo¬ 
pathy. 

It  is  not  to  discuss  this  policy  that  I  now  address  you  ;  but  to 
draw  your  attention  to  a  very  important  error  in  Mr.  Helm’s  note  ; 
viz.,  his  having  characterised  me  as  a  homoeopath. 

We  all  remember  the  result  of  the  discussion  before  a  certain 
learned  society,  as  to  why  a  glass  of  water  with  a  fish  in  it  weighed 
less  than  a  glass  of  water  containing  no  fish  ;  and  how,  after  very 
numerous  and  long  arguments  had  been  heard  on  both  sides,  it  was 
at  last  determined  to  weigh  both  glasses,  and  ascertain  if  the  asser¬ 
tion  were  true. 

Now,  Mr.  Helm  might  have  spared  himself  much  trouble  had  he 
first  ascertained  whether  I  was  a  homoeopath. 

In  a  reply  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Braithwaite’s  Temperate  Examination 
of  Homoeopathy  ( Two  sides  to  a  Question ),  I  distinctly  state  that  “  I 
object  to  the  title  of  homoeopath  ;  its  assumption  savours  of  sectarian¬ 
ism.”  I  am  content  with  the  title  of  physician  and  surgeon.  I  am 
an  extra-licentiate  of  the  London  College  of  Physicians  and  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  College  of  Surgeons  of  England  ;  and  by  virtue  of  these 
diplomas,  I  am  bound  to  practise  my  profession  conscientiously,  and 
to  prescribe,  in  every  case  which  comes  under  my  care,  to  the  best  of 
my  judgment,  unswayed  by  prejudice,  and  undeterred  by  threats  and 
intimidation. 

It  may  offend  you,  and  some  other  members  of  the  British  Medical 
Association,  that  I  have  examined  into  and  adopted  homoeopathy 
into  my  practice;  but  my  duty  clearly  binds  me  to  use  my  own  judg¬ 
ment  and  not  yours.  I  do  not  say  this  offensively. 

It  may  also  be  an  offence  to  certain  homoeopaths  that  I  have  occa¬ 
sional  resort  to  allopathic  means ;  but  I  am  not  deterred  by  this  from 
giving  an  opiate  or  an  aperient ;  nor  from  using  an  enema  or  apply¬ 
ing  a  mustard  plaster ;  nor  from  using  galvanism  or  cold  water  com¬ 
presses  ;  if  my  judgment  tells  me  that  any  one  of  these  is  best  for 
my  patient. 


14 


This  is  the  course  I  conceive  it  to  be  my  duty  to  pursue  in  prac¬ 
tice.  If  I  have  erred  in  judgment,  I  have  at  least  the  satisfaction 
of  feeling  that  I  have  kept  those  solemn  engagements  into  which  I 
entered  when  I  became  a  licentiate  of  the  College  of  Physicians,  and 
a  member  of  the  College  of  Surgeons.  I  have  striven  to  maintain  a 
strict  eclecticism,  to  discard  sectarian  views  and  prejudices,  and  to 
hold  myself  ever  open  to  conviction.  I  therefore  hold  that  no  man 
has  more  right  to  call  me  a  homoeopath,  than  he  would  have  to  call 
me  an  allopath,  a  hydropath,  or  a  galvanist.  If  I  have  used  any 
unprofessional  license  in  thus  exercising  my  judgment  in  the  choice 
of  the  remedies  I  have  employed,  I  am  ready  to  answer  for  it  when 
summoned  to  do  so  by  the  abovenamed  Colleges.  I  have  acted,  and 
shall  continue  to  act,  openly  ;  and  hold  myself  ready,  at  any  time, 
to  defend  my  conduct  before  my  professional  brethren. 

Holding  these  views,  I  altogether  deny  the  right  of  the  physicians 
and  surgeons  of  this  town  to  refuse  to  consult  with  me.  You  say, 
“  The  surgeons  of  Cambridge,  in  the  course  they  have  taken,  have  a 
right  to  the  support  of  the  profession.” 

To  this  I  answer,  they  have  behaved  towards  me  in  an  unprofes¬ 
sional  manner,  in  refusing  to  meet  me ;  and  in  an  un-English  manner, 
in  condeming  me  unheard. 

The  late  Dr.  Bright  to  my  personal  knowledge,  prescribed 
Buspini’s  styptic  in  a  case  of  hsematemesis.  Was  he  a  quack  be¬ 
cause  he  prescribed  a  quack  remedy?  Nearly  all  the  physicians  and 
surgeons  in  England  prescribe  James's  powder,  an  empirical  re¬ 
medy.  Does  this  make  them  all  empirics  ? 

Many  physicians  and  surgeons  in  London  and  elsewhere  prescribe 
aconite  in  inflammations  and  fevers,  arnica  in  wounds  and  bruises, 
belladonna  in  scarlet  fever,  and  as  a  prophylactic  against  scarlet 
fever.  Does  this  make  them  homoeopaths  ?  Nay,  I  am  told  that 
those  very  men  who  refuse  to  meet  me  because  I  prescribe  homce- 
opathically,  do  so  themselves  without  reproach.  I  heard  of  a  case  of 
purulent  ophthalmia,  under  one  of  the  surgeons,  having  been  cured 
by  the  application  of  gonorrhoeal  matter  to  the  eye  ;  and  that  another 
of  the  surgeons  had  used  the  third  dilution  of  belladonna  in  another 
case  with  good  effect. 

What  then  constitutes  a  homoeopath  ?  If  the  use  of  two  or  three 
homoeopathic  remedies  does  not  make  a  man  a  homoeopath,  how 
many  are  required  to  produce  that  result  ?  Will  the  use  of  fifty  do 
it  ?  or  one  hundred  ?  or  three  hundred  ?  Or,  perhaps,  the  transmu¬ 
tation  of  a  physician  into  a  homoeopath  does  not  result  from  the  use 
of  a  number  of  homoeopathic  remedies ;  but  comes  from  his  confess¬ 
ing  to  their  use.  To  use  aconite,  arnica,  and  belladonna,  may  be 
lawful  and  right ;  but  to  acknowledge  that  they  are  used  homoeopathi- 
cally  may  be  a  deadly  sin.  The  medicines  may  be  used  ;  but  their 
effect  must  not  be  ascribed  to  their  homoeopathicity.  Our  greatest 
poet  says  : 

“  The  rose  by  any  other  name  would  smell  as  sweet 
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but  in  matters  of  science  it  is  usually  considered  most  conducive  to 
advancement  to  call  all  things  by  their  right  names.  I  see  no  justice 
in  holding  a  man  up  to  professional  reprobation  because  he  accepts 
the  theory  of  “similars”  as  an  explanation  for  certain  facts  which 
cannot  otherwise  be  accounted  for. 

In  my  opinion,  no  man  deserves  the  title  of  homoeopath  unless  he 
confines  himself  solely  to  homoeopathy  in  his  practice.  Such  a  man 
ceases  to  be  a  physician,  in  the  wide  sense  of  the  term.  On  this 
point,  I  have  always  spoken  as  strongly  as  you  would  do  ;  but  the 
use  of  homoeopathic  treatment,  so  far  as  judgment  and  experience 
prove  it  to  be  advantageous  to  a  patient,  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  constitute  a  man  a  homoeopath,  nor  to  give  the  members  of 
the  profession  any  right  to  stigmatise  the  physician  so  using  it, 
nor  to  withdraw  themselves  from  consultation  with  him. 

Finally,  let  me  assure  Mr.  Helm  and  the  other  members  of  my 
profession,  that  I  shall  not  look  on  it  as  an  unfriendly  act  if  he  or 
they  cite  me  before  any  legally  constituted  court-medical,  such  as 
before  the  College  of  Physicians  or  the  College  of  Surgeons.  I  will 
offer  every  facility  to  a  full  inquiry,  and  will  accept  their  decision  on 
the  matters  in  dispute  ;  but  I  must  protest  against  the  un-English 
and  unprofessional  proceedings  by  which  the  members  of  this  town 
have  sought  to  blacken  my  reputation. 

I  am,  etc., 

William  Bayes. 

Cambridge,  May  25th,  1862. 

To  this  letter  the  Editor  vouchsafed  a  reply  in  a  leading 
article  in  the  same  number,  as  under  : — 

Leading  Article ,  extracted  from  the  British  Medical  Journal , 

May  31s£. 

“  WHAT  IS  A  HOMCEOPATH  ? 

“  We  have  more  than  once  been  forced  to  argue  with  members  of 
the  profession  as  to  what  does  and  what  does  not  constitute  a  pro¬ 
fessional  consultation  with  homoeopaths  ;  though,  at  the  same  time, 
we  have  always  felt  that  if  men  would  only  listen  to  common  sense 
as  their  guide,  instead  of  to  their  private  interests,  there  never  would 
have  been  any  need  for  such  an  argument. 

“  It  appears  that  there  are  individuals  possessing  the  title  of 
Doctors,  who  practise  homoeopathy,  and  yet  do  not  know  what  a 
homoeopath  is.  At  another  page  will  be  found  a  letter  from  Dr. 
Bayes,  the  gentleman  alluded  to  (in  a  correspondence  published  in 
last  week’s  ‘  Journal’)  as  the  homoeopath  with  whom  Mr.  Adams, 
of  the  Orthopsedic  Hospital,  had  held  medical  consultation.  Dr. 
Bayes,  though  he  practises  homoeopathy,  declares  that  he  is  not  a 
homoeopath.  He  feels  insulted  at  the  insinuation. 

“We  would  call  attention  to  his  epistle,  because  it  shows  (if  any¬ 
thing  more  were  wanted  as  a  proof)  so  clearly  the  deceptive  cha¬ 
racter,  in  the  face  of  the  public,  of  the  thing  which  goes  by  the 
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name  of  homoeopathy.  Dr.  Roberts  of  Manchester,  as  our  readers 
may  remember,  lately  proved  to  demonstration  that  men  under  the 
guise  and  name  of  homoeopaths  are  practising  medicine  after  the 
manner  of  medical  men  ;  using  the  same  therapeutical  agents,  giving 
the  same  doses  of  drugs,  and  putting  their  patients  under  similar 
conditions  to  those  usually  prescribed  by  medical  men.  This  they 
do,  and  boast  themselves  to  be  homoeopaths ;  and  so  induce  the 
public  to  set  down  the  good  results  of  their  practice  to  the  credit  of 
homoeopathy. 

Are  we,  then,  unjust  when  we  say  that  the  practice  of  homoeopathy 
is,  in  great  part,  dishonest  as  well  as  delusive  ?  And  ought  we 
not,  with  such  considerations — such  flagrant  proofs  of  dishonesty  in 
its  practice  before  us — to  be  especially  careful  to  eschew  all  profes¬ 
sional  tampering  with  homoeopathy  ?  That  there  are  men  amongst 
the  homoeopaths,  who  honestly  believe  the  Hahnemannic  theory,  and 
honourably  practise  what  they  believe,  we  doubt  not  for  a  moment. 
And  all  we  can  fairly  do  with  such  men  is  to  pity  their  simplicity  and 
avoid  their  professional  acquaintance.  But,  as  we  have  already  said, 
and  know  right  well,  at  this  present  moment  the  great  body  of  the 
homoeopaths  are  acting  and  sailing  along  under  false  colours.  They 
pretend  to  one  thing,  and  practise  another;  and  doubly  practise  upon 
the  credulity  of  the  public,  acting  as  medical  men  under  the  title  of 
homoeopaths ;  practising  medicine,  and  telling  their  patients  that  it 
is  homoeopathically  they  are  being  treated. 

“  With  regard  to  Dr.  Bayes,  we  will  readily  admit  what  he 
claims — that  he  is  acting,  in  all  he  does  in  this  matter,  according  to 
the  peremptory  dictates  of  his  reason,  his  knowledge,  and  his  con¬ 
science.  But  then  we  are  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  men  who 
honestly  believe  in  the  doctrine  of  4  similars’  possess  a  logic  of  their 
own.  There  is  no  arguing  with  them  according  to  the  ordinary  sense 
of  mankind.  What,  for  instance,  are  we  to  do  with  Dr.  Bayes,  as 
he  writes  himself  down  ?  He  practises  homoeopathy,  but  is  indignant 
at  being  called  a  homoeopath.  He  says  that,  by  acting  as  he  does, 
he  keeps  the  solemn  engagements  he  entered  into  with  the  Colleges 
to  which  he  belongs  ;  quite  ignoring  the  fact  that  if  he  had  told  the 
Colleges,  when  he  entered  into  those  engagements,  what  his  con¬ 
science  now  suggests  to  him  as  the  right  line  of  practice,  the  Colleges 
would  have  entered  into  no  engagements  with  him.  He  is  bold  also 
in  now  offering  to  defend  himself  before  Colleges  which  have  no  power 
over  him.  He  is  blind  to  the  fact  that  the  men  of  Cambridge  have 
just  as  much  right — are  just  as  much  bound  in  conscience — to  refuse 
to  meet  him,  as  he  is  to  practise  homoeopathy.  He  argues  that  Dr. 
Bright,  in  using  Ruspini’s  styptic,  was  as  much  of  a  quack  as  the 
man  who  practises  homoeopathy !  He  thinks  the  cases  similar  ! 
Does  the  fact,  he  asks,  of  many  physicians  and  surgeons  prescribing 
aconite  and  belladonna  make  them  homoeopaths  ?  A  demi-homceopath, 
he  asserts,  may  be,  but  an  entire  homoeopath  ceases  to  be  a  physician. 
He  fully  goes  with  us  in  denunciation  of  the  homoeopat  h  pure  et  simple. 
What  will  the  homoeopathic  fraternity  say  to  this  new  confession  of 
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modified  homoeopathic  credulity  ?  As  a  specimen  of  aberration  of 
logic,  and  particularly  as  a  proof  of  the  position  which  homoeopathy 
is  now  made  to  assume — its  shifting  shuffling  character — we  have 
called  attention  to  this  letter.” 

This  article  appeared  to  me  to  demand  an  answer,  especially 
as  the  Editor  entirely  c<  begged  the  question  ”  as  to  the  legality 
of  the  liberty  we  claim  on  matters  medical.  I  therefore  sent 
him  the  following  letter  : — 

“  To  the  Editor  of  the  British  Medical  Journal. 

“  CONSULTATIONS  WITH  HOMCEOPATHISTS. 

“  Sin, — I  have  to  thank  you  for  your  courtesy  in  inserting  the 
letter  which  I  forwarded  to  you  last  week. 

“  I  shall  esteem  it  an  equal  favour,  if  you  will  grant  me  a  little 
space  in  your  valuable  pages,  to  notice  a  few  points  in  your  leading 
article  upon  that  letter ;  presuming  that  it  is  as  much  your  desire  as 
mine  to  elicit  truth,  and  not  to  darken  or  confuse  it. 

“  In  controversial  writing  two  points  appear  to  me  to  be  per¬ 
manent.  Firstly ,  to  give  your  opponent  credit  for  perfectly  good 
faith ;  and,  secondly ,  to  be  very  careful  that  all  the  facts  should  be 
fully  and  accurately  stated. 

“  In  the  leading  article,  4  What  is  a  Homceopath  ?’  you  speak  of 
my  consultation  with  Mr.  Adams,  as  a  ‘  medical  consultation 
whereas  it  was  purely  surgical ,  and  one  in  which  no  point  of  difference 
as  to  medical  treatment  could  arise. 

“  I  must  further  ask  your  forbearance  if  I  make  a  few  remarks 
on  the  latter  part  of  the  same  article,  in  which  you  say  that,  I 
ignore  the  fact  that ,  if  I  had  told  the  Colleges ,  when  I  entered  into 
my  engagements  with  them ,  what  my  conscience  now  suggests  as  the 
right  line  of  practice,  the  Colleges  would  have  entered  into  no  engage¬ 
ments  with  me. 

“  It  does  not  appear  quite  clear  whether  you  mean  that  the  Col¬ 
leges  would  have  rejected  me,  if  I  had  told  them  that  I  intended  to 
practise  homoeopathy ,  or  whether  you  intend  to  convey  that  they 
would  have  rejected  me,  if,  after  having  proved  to  them  that  I  was 
acquainted  with  the  therapeutics ,  &c.,  of  the  day,  I  had  added  that  I 
should,  nevertheless,  adopt  new  remedies  from  time  to  time,  and  ‘  pre¬ 
scribe,  in  every  case,  according  to  my  judgment,’  the  new  or  the  old  ? 

“If  your  article  is  to  bear  the  latter  interpretation,  and  had  the 
pledge  been  exacted  from  each  candidate  that  he  would  promise  to 
restrict  himself  to  the  practice  and  the  remedies  in  vogue,  or  even  to 
the  theories  in  vogue,  on  the  day  of  his  examination,  I  opine  that  but 
few  new  members  would  have  been  enrolled  at  either  College. 

“  But  if  you  meant  that  had  I  confessed  myself  a  homceopath, 
they  would  not  have  passed  me — to  this  I  feel  bound  to  answer,  in 
justice  to  myself,  that  at  the  time  I  obtained  my  degrees,  I  was 
entirely  ignorant  of  homoeopathic  practice,  and  had  a  very  imperfect 
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and  unjust  view  of  homoeopathic  principles.  Had  I,  at  that  time, 
known  or  practised  either,  I  should  have  deemed  it  right  to  avow 
such  knowledge  and  such  practice. 

44  As  to  the  consequences  of  such  an  avowal,  it  is  scarcely  profit¬ 
able  to  discuss  what  might  have  been ,  in  the  presence  of  what  is. 

44  Still  I  believe  the  College  of  Physicians  has  not  attempted  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  medical  liberty  of  its  candidates,  or  its  members, 
since  the  days  when  it  imprisoned  Dr.  Groenvelt  for  administering 
cantharides — and  the  College  of  Surgeons  has  passed  men  who 
have  made  no  secret  of  their  belief  in  homoeopathic  medication. 

44  The  position  which  I  assumed  in  my  letter,  when  I  challenged 
my  opponents  to  cite  me  before  the  Colleges,  is  not  an  empty  boast, 
but  is  made  to  illustrate  the  proposition,  that,  if  I  have  broken  no 
law ,  I  ought  to  suffer  no  punishment. 

44  In  adopting  homoeopathy  into  my  practice,  I  have  broken  no  clause 
in  the  Medical  Act ,  nor  any  bye-law  of  the  College  of  Physicians  or 
College  of  Surgeons. 

“  The  23rd  Clause  of  the  new  Medical  Act,  makes  it  illegal  for 
any  College  ‘  to  impose  upon  any  candidate  an  obligation  to  adopt 
or  refrain  from  adopting  the  practice  of  any  particular  theory  of  medi¬ 
cine  and  surgery’ — but  it  does  not  take  away  their  ‘  power  ’  over 
me  if  I  have  committed  any  act  unworthy  of  my  professional  honour. 

44  Nor  do  I  object  to  meet,  openly,  any  charge  of  non-professional 
conduct  (if  my  opponents  can  charge  me  with  such),  either  before 
the  Colleges,  or  before  some  fairly  constituted  4  Court  Medical,’ 
such  as  that  which  has  recently  tried  the  case  between  Dr.  A.  P.  Stewart 
and  Mr.  I.  B.  Brown. 

“  All  that  I  ask  of  the  members  of  the  profession  is,  that  they 
should  adhere  strictly  to  the  law.  Their  present  conduct  towards 
me  savours  more  of  the  un-English  law  of  Judge  Lynch  than  of  the 
well  ordered  adjustment  of  an  English  dispute. 

“  English  law  considers  every  man  innocent  till  he  is  proved 
guilty.  My  opponents  have  condemned  me  unheard  and  without  one 
tittle  of  evidence  against  me. 

“  It  is  thus  that  I  answer  the  assertion,  4  that  the  men  of  Cam¬ 
bridge  have  just  as  much  right— are  just  as  much  bound  in  con¬ 
science — to  refuse  to  meet  him  (Dr.  Bayes)  as  he  has  to  practise 
homoeopathy.’ 

“  I  am  acting  with  the  strictest  legality,  both  in  accordance  with  the 
Medical  Act  and  with  the  bye-laws  of  the  Colleges  to  which  I 
belong,  while  the  professional  men  of  Cambridge  Lynch  me  because 
I  hold,  to  some  extent,  views  of  treatment  differing  from  their  own. 

“  I  must  add  that  I  should  not  have  brought  the  conduct  of  the 
physicians  and  surgeons  of  Cambridge  before  the  profession  at  larg;e, 
had  they  not  gone  so  far  beyond  all  bounds  of  moderation. 

44  Not  content  with  refusing  to  meet  me  in  consultation  themselves, 
I  have  yet  to  learn  on  what  possible  principle  of  justice  they 
should  attempt  to  deter  others  (who  have  not  the  same  objection  as 
themselves)  from  giving  me  the  benefit  of  their  advice. 
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“  They  Lynch  me  for  doing  that  which  is  legal ,  and  they  threaten  to 
Lynch  any  one  who  wont  join  them  in  Lynching  me. 

“  Show  me  that  I  break  any  law  or  bye-law  of  the  profession  or  of 
the  colleges,  and  I  will  submit,  without  raising  any  quibble,  to  the 
legal  punishment.  But  if  I  have  broken  no  law ,  I  protest  against 
being  illegally  punished. 

“  I  am,  yours,  &c., 

“  William  Bayes. 

“  Cambridge ,  June  1,  1862.” 

This  letter  was  refused  insertion  by  the  Editor,  but  it  was 
noticed  in  the  subjoined  paragraph  : — 

“  De.  Bayes. — We  really  cannot  see  that  justice  to  Dr.  Bayes 
demands  the  publication  of  his  second  letter  to  us.  With  the 
homoeopathic  logic  to  which  we  formerly  referred,  he  says:  ‘You 
speak  of  my  consultation  with  Mr.  Adams  as  a  medical  consultation , 
whereas  it  was  purely  surgical .’  Are  not  surgeons  medical  men  ? 
Besides,  what  are  we  to  understand  as  to  the  fact  of  a  consultation  ? 
Mr.  Adams  says  there  was  no  consultation  at  all;  Dr.  Bayes  says 
there  was  a  consultation,  but  that  it  was  surgical.  These  two  gen¬ 
tlemen  do  not  seem  to  be  helping  each  other  much  in  attempting  to 
define  distinctions  without  differences.  Dr.  Bayes  also  wishes  to 
know  what  we  meant  about  the  Colleges  entering  into  no  engage¬ 
ment  with  him  under  certain  circumstances.  We  meant  simply  this: 
that,  if  he  had  stated  a  belief  in  homoeopathy  when  he  presented 
himself  for  examination,  he  would  have  been  ‘  rejected  ’ — i.  e.,  not 
admitted  a  member  of  them.  Dr.  Bayes  states,  what  everybody 
knows,  that  he  breaks  no  medical  Act,  nor  bye-law  of  Colleges,  in 
practising  homoeopathy;  and  he  therefore  accuses  those  who  refuse 
to  meet  him  of  being  Lynchers.  He  would  like  to  be  tried  by  a 
College,  or  even  by  a  couple  of  referees.  ‘  They  ’  (the  Cambridge 
doctors)  ‘  Lynch  me  for  doing  that  which  is  legal,  and  they  threaten 
to  Lynch  every  one  who  won’t  join  them  in  Lynching  me.’  We 
give  Dr.  Bayes  all  the  credit  he  can  ask  for  the  strictest  honesty  in 
this  matter  of  his  credulity ;  but  he  at  the  same  time  must  in  a  like 
manner  give  us  the  same  credit  for  strict  honesty  in  believing  that 
no  member  of  the  medical  profession  who  believes  homoeopathy  to 
be  a  delusion,  can  honourably  and  honestly  have  medical  inter¬ 
course  with  homoeopaths.  We  therefore  praise  the  men  of  Cam¬ 
bridge  for  their  resolute  demeanour  in  the  matter  of  homoeopathic 
consultations.” 

There  is  something  very  ludicrious  in  the  confusion  which 
exists  in  the  editorial  mind  of  the  British  Medical  Journalist. 
He  cannot  see  any  difference  between  a  “  surgical ”  and  a 
“  medical"  consultation,  and  asks,  in  the  piteous  helplessness 
of  inextricable  mental  confusion,  Are  not  surgeons  medical 
men  ?  The  Editor’s  ideas  of  logic  appear  to  be  quite  on  a  par 
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with  those  of  the  celebrated  logician  who  proved  that  an  “  eel 
pie ”  was  a  “pigeon” 

He  says  that  a  “  surgical  consultation”  is  a  “medical  con¬ 
sultation,”  because  a  surgeon  is  sometimes  called,  in  common 
parlance,  a  “  medical  man  !” 

Then  he  still  hugs  the  idea  that,  if  I  had  stated  my  belief  in 
homoeopathy  when  I  presented  myself  for  examination,  I 
should  have  been  rejected.  Yet  he  very  well  knows  that  I  knew 
nothing  about  homoeopathy  at  that  time,  and,  since  that  time* 
the  law  says  distinctly,  that  the  colleges  shall  “  impose  no 
restrictions  as  to  any  particular  theory,”  on  candidates.  Does 
the  Editor  forget  that  the  reason  why  Guy  Faux  did  not  walk 
over  Westminster  Bridge,  was  simply  because  Westminster 
Bridge  was  not  built  till  after  Guy  Faux  was  dead. 

But,  seriously,  I  thank  the  Editor  for  this  admission  :  “  Dr. 
Bayes  states  what  everybody  knows ,  that  he  breaks  no  medical 
act ,  nor  bye-law  of  colleges,  in  practising  homoeopathy .” 

On  this  I  am  content  to  take  my  stand,  and  to  ask  my  pro¬ 
fessional  brethren  why,  if  I  have  broken  no  law  or  bye-law, 
they  treat  me  as  a  culprit  ?  They  stand  convicted  of  lawless¬ 
ness  out  of  the  mouth  of  their  own  advocate. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  bring  to  the  remembrance  of  the  better 
of  my  adversaries,  the  words  of  a  great  man  when  unlawfully 
accused.  u  For  if  I  be  an  offender,  or  have  committed  any¬ 
thing  worthy  of  death,  I  refuse  not  to  die  :  hut  if  there  he  none 
of  these  things  whereof  these  accuse  me,  no  man  may  deliver 
me  unto  them.  I  appeal  unto  Csesar.” 

I  too  appeal  unto  Caesar — to  that  public  opinion  which  has, 
in  the  present  day,  decided  many  and  weighty  points,  and 
which  has  rescued  many  oppressed  from  their  oppressors.  And 
I  have  every  confidence  that  their  decision  will  favour  the  cause 
of  liberty  and  of  science. 

It  rejoices  me  to  see,  as  a  sign  of  the  times,  that  the  Editors 
of  .the  “London  Medical  Review”  and  of  the  “Medical 
Circular,”  openly  express  their  disapprobation  of  the  course 
adopted  by  the  “  British  Medical  Journal,”  while,  in  the  pre¬ 
sent  instance,  both  the  “  Lancet”  and  “  Medical  Times”  have 
hitherto  stood  aloof  and  kept  ominous  silence. 

Cambridge,  June  10,  1862. 


